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Mr. U. Thomas; Mr. K.D. Adams; Prof. H. Ladd; 
Dean S. French; Prof. J. Drysdale. 


Call to Order 
Due to the lack of a quorum, it was agreed to begin the meeting at 2:15 p.m. 
on an informal basis, with the understanding that any motions passed would 


be subsequently ratified by Senate when the quorum had materialized. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRUNET, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF MARCH 11 
AND 25, 1983 BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


There were no Chairman's remarks. 


Question Period 


There were no questions. Reports from Councils, etc. 83-5-5 There were 
no reports from Councils. 


Appointments 


Evaluation and Advisory Search Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE TO 
THE EVALUATION AND ADVISORY SEARCH COMMITTEE, DEAN, 
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FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, (DOCUMENT US-83-5-Dl), BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Senate Library Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY DEAN EMERY, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. GROSS, FACULTY OF FINE 
ARTS, TO THE SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE, (-DOCUMENT 
US-83-5-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


UCCC Report on Undergraduate Grade-point Average System 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the UCCC Report on Undergraduate Grade- 
point Average System, (document US-83-4-D4), was presented and 
discussed by Senate at the last meeting. At that time, there was a motion on 
the floor "to approve the 4 Recommendations concerning the Undergraduate 
Grade-point Average System, contained in document US-83-4-D411, and 
an amendment had been moved and passed to change the wording of 
Recommendation 3 by deleting the phrase "... and, if so, whether these 
should also appear on the transcripts.", and replacing it by "... and, at the 
same time, also appear on transcripts." Consequently, the motion formally 
on the floor was THAT THE 4 RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN 
THE UCCC REPORT ON THE UNDERGRADUATE GRADE-POINT 
AVERAGE SYSTEM, WITH RECOMMENDATION 3 IN THE 
AMENDED FORM, (DOCUMENT US-83-4-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


Dr. O'Brien further explained that it had been agreed that Faculty Councils 
would take note of the various points that had been raised at the last Senate 
meeting and would make their views known to Senate. Documents from the 
various Councils have been tabled for today's meeting and it would be 
appropriate for the Council Representatives to inform Senate of the 
positions of their respective Faculty Councils. 


uorum 
Dr. O'Brien advised that there was now a quorum (2:20 p.m.), and he 
asked for a motion to ratify the earlier decisions on the approval of the 
minutes and various appointments. 
IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. DUBAS, 
THAT THE EARLIER DECISIONS ON THE APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
AND APPOINTMENTS, BE RATIFIED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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UCCC Report on Undergraduate Grade-point Average System (cont'd.) 


Dr. Singer reminded Senate that at the last meeting he had suggested that 
since the Arts and Science Faculty was described on page 1 of the UCCC 
Report as being opposed to the use of averages in general, it would be most 
appropriate to take the document back to Council to see if, in the intervening 
3 or 4 years, the membership of Council had changed sufficiently to cause a 
change in its position, or whether the members had matured into this new 
point of view. He stated that, in fact, with very little debate, the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council went on record, (document US-83-5-D5), as 
supporting Recommendations 1. and 2., and replacing Recommendations 3. 
and 4., with a statement which, in a sense, was an endorsement of those 
two Recommendations. He felt that this was a more appropriate procedure, 
given the previous opposition, and that it would lead to a much better 
consequence than what would have been the case if Senate had passed 
document US-83-4-DI without having given Council an opportunity to 
express its opinion. He also expressed his appreciation to Senate for the one 
month delay. 


Dean Emery advised that the Fine Arts Faculty Council approved 
Recommendations 1. and 2.1, and recommends that the GPA be 
automatically recorded and also appear on the students’ transcripts, 
(document US-83-5-D8). 


Prof. Wills advised that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
which had originally initiated the proposal for such a system, accepted in 
principle the Recommendations in document US-83-4-Dl. 


Prof. Giguere reported that the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council supports Recommendations 1., and 2., and that it wishes to have 
GPA's, both annual and cumulative, automatically recorded on records and 
transcripts, (document US-83-5-D9). He also advised Senate that at some 
point, the Faculty would like to go back to the unshaded letter grade system. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that on the basis of the above reports, all Faculty 
Councils were in agreement with the proposal, (document US-83-4-DIl, as 
amended), which was now before Senate. 

THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


UCCC Report on Slot Courses 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting the UCCC Report on Slot Courses, 
(document US-83-5-D2), explained that the Recommendations for Senate 
approval were contained in Section C. of the Report, and that Section D, 
which was essentially for the information of Senate, was a statement on 
how "fillers", i.e., the actual topics were to be recorded in the future. He 
also advised that Recommendation C., page 2, document US-83-5-D2, 
could be difficult to apply in certain Graduate programmes and consequently 
it should be slightly modified-by adding at the beginning of the 
Recommendation, "At the undergraduate level at least,". 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY MR. 
MURRAY, THAT THE UCCC REPORT ON SLOT COURSES, 
(DOCUMENT US-83-5-D2), BE RECEIVED AND THAT THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS IN SECTION C., AS CHANGED, BE 
APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning the implementation of the proposed 
numbering system for slot course fillers, Prof. Whitelaw advised that any 
necessary renumbering of courses would be done as soon as possible and 
would involve discussion with the Assistant Dean and the department in 
question. 


Other questions were raised and responded to concerning the rationale for 
not including graduate level slot courses in Recommendation C.3.; the 
implication in Recommendation C.4., that Faculties and departments would 
have to select slot course topics earlier than what has been the practice up to 
this point; the possible restriction on the number of slot courses which a 
given department could offer because of the apparent limitation on available 
slot course numbers noted in Section D.1.; and the possible disappearance of 
the concept that students in Fine Arts were allowed to repeat a slot course 
only once, as a result of the elimination of the repeat number and replacing it 
by letter prefixes. 


It was stated that the requirement that the title and description of slot course 
"fillers" be communicated to the Registrar in time to be entered into the 
pre-registration schedule, would preclude the possibility of, for example, 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration having a professor from 
another university who might be visiting Montreal for 2 months, offer a 
course to its graduate students. It was argued that that kind of decision 
could not be made 9 months ahead of time, and it was wondered whether 
the Faculty would be denied the opportunity under Recommendation C.4., 
of being able to take advantage of the expertise of visiting professors. 


In response, Prof. Whitelaw stated that one would have to assume that there 
will be exceptional cases which would depend on the sort of circumstances 
mentioned above, i.e., as in everything else, there were bound to be 
exceptions which would have to be considered on their own merits. He also 
explained that the hope was that things would be sufficiently organized 
ahead of time, such that by December of year "V, it would be known that in 
September of "X+1", slot course topics will be such and such. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the opinion that the built-in tension between the 
desire to put things in at the last moment because an excellent opportunity 
has arisen, versus the tendency not to decide anything very much until the 
last moment because it was inconvenient to do so, posed almost an 
insoluable problem and the intention was to attempt to minimize the number 
of such cases. That is, the proposed system was designed to force as much 
to be decided in time to get it into the schedules, but at the same time, one 
has to allow for exceptions. He felt that there was really no final solution to 
that reality. 
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The feeling was expressed that a partial solution to the problem, in those 
instances where it is known that a visiting professor was going to be 
available but the exact course title is not known, would be to simply 
announce the general area to be covered in the course. 


Other issues which were raised and responded to, centered on the rationale 
for using letters in slot course numbers, as opposed to simply using the title 
of a given course; and on the question as to whether or not the Report 
should be referred back to Faculty Councils for reaction, before being 
approved by Senate. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Departmental Changes in the Faculty of Fine Arts 


Dean Emery presented and explained the proposed Departmental name 
changes in the Faculty of Fine Arts, (document US-83-5-D3). IT WAS 
MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY PROF. BRUNET, THAT 
THE DEPARTMENTAL NAME CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF 
FINE ARTS, (DOCUMENT US-83-5-D3), BE APPROVED, AND 
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS 
APPROVAL. MOTION CARRIED. 


Strategic Planning for the University Phase II, 


University Mission Study 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to two documents which were 
circulated for the meeting. The first, document US-83-5-D4, which had 
been put together as a convenience for the members of Senate, was simply a 
listing on a single sheet of paper, of the four remaining proposed missions 
which are to be discussed. The second, document US-83-5-D7, was a 
proposal from the Steering Committee as to how Senate might move to 
reach a conclusion of this series of debates and make its report to the Board 
of Governors. He suggested that it would be appropriate for Senate to 
consider the proposal from the Steering Committee, before launching into 
the discussion on the remaining missions. Senate agreed with his 
suggestion. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the proposal from the Steering Committee, 
(document US-83-5-D7), was that Senate should attempt to end its 
discussion and its report, by the end of next week's meeting, which would 
mean, in effect, that we would have three sessions in which to do so, i.e., 
today's meeting, and a morning session and an afternoon session next 
Friday. Steering Committee proposes that it would undertake to prepare a 
draft report which would probably take the form of a resume of points 
discussed in the Senate debate, followed by resolutions for decision by 
Senate. Specifically, this would be done by early next week, for everything 
that has been debated by the end of today's meeting, which part would be 
distributed to Senators by the middle of next week. Next Friday morning, 


Senate would complete its discussion on the remaining missions and then 
take a two hour luncheon break, during which time the Steering Committee 
would draft the remainder of the summary statements containing points 
discussed and proposed resolutions. During the afternoon session, Senate 
would discuss and vote on all of the resolutions, and to ensure that the 
process was completed by the end of that session, the amount of time 
allocated to each resolution, would be limited accordingly. 


The feeling was expressed that given the way in which Senate was 
proceeding through today's Agenda, it should be possible for Senate to 
complete its discussions on all of the additional mission statements by the 
end of this meeting. The Steering Committee would then be able to put 
together its summary statements, including resolutions on all of the mission 
statements, and circulate that document to members of Senate in advance of 
the meeting on April 29, 1983. This would give Senate a whole day in 
which to complete its discussions and voting on all of the resolutions. On 
the other hand, if we have to spend the morning session debating additional 
statements, followed by a two-hour break, and begin to discuss all of the 
resolutions from the Steering Committee in the afternoon, it would be very 
doubtful that Senate would be able to completely finish its deliberations on 
the mission statements by the end of that meeting. Consequently, it was 
hoped that today's process might be speeded up, or at least that the present 
pace of the meeting be maintained, so that we might complete the discussion 
on all of the additional mission statements today and have a whole day on 
April 29 to consider the resolutions. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien advised that the process proposed by 
the Steering Committee could be easily adapted if, in fact, Senate completes 
its discussions on the remaining mission statements at today's meeting. 


In response to a concern expressed over the lack of information about the 
eventual disposition or implementation of resolutions or recommendations 
from Senate to the Board of Governors, it was argued that the initiative for 
the strategy and mission study did not lie with Senate and consequently the 
initiative for making a Phase III, or whatever subsequent report, also did 
not lie with Senate. It was further stated that Senate has been asked to 
respond to the Phase II, Mission Study Report and it was now in the midst 
of doing so. In addition, the only responsibility that Senate had, was to let 
the Board of Governors and the administration know how it feels about the 
points raised in the Phase II Report and to add additional points if it wished 
to do so and report its feelings on the Mission Study to the next higher 
body, 1.e., the Board of Governors. 


Responding to a follow-up intervention concerning implementation of 
policies arising out of the Phase II, University Mission Study Report, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that he agreed with the above statement in terms of where 
we were at the moment and where the responsibility for the next stage lies. 
He also agreed that the Board of Governors has not as yet paid much 
attention to this issue and he suspected that there were many members of the 
Board who indeed had a rather vague idea at this point as to what was 
forthcoming or what they will do. He reiterated that the responsibility 
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described above, lies with the Board of Governors and the Board was going 
to have to wrestle with that. He further stated that while the Board had more 
of a penchant than Senate for 15 Minute discussions, he did not think that it 
would be able to wrestle with this in the course of a 15 minute discussion 
and pass it on, although he did not really know precisely how long it would 
take or what the format would be. He also expressed the feeling that it was 
important that the Board not simply endorse and pass on to the 
administration whatever is put before it, but rather that it be decided at the 
Board of Governors what the position was going to be and what the process 
in Phase II was going to be. In addition, he felt that it was both possible 
and important to ensure that the Board spends enough time, and inevitably 
over more than one meeting, in order to move on appropriately to the next 
phase. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE PROCEDURE PROPOSED BY THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-83-5-D7), OR THE VERSION OF IT 
SUGGESTED EARLIER BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT 
SENATE DISCUSSION ON THE ADDITIONAL MISSION 
STATEMENTS IS COMPLETED TODAY, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


On a point of personal privilege, Dr. Singer reminded Senate of the debate 
which took place at the last meeting on research and stated that he was 
satisfied that the minutes covering that debate reflected the kinds of things 
that he was trying to say about the position of the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council on research and his own personal position on research. He advised, 
however, that he has been approached by a number of people who were not 
members of Senate, as a result of articles that appeared in the Thursday 
Report and the Link, which appeared to paint a much more black and white 
picture, in that they had Senate divided between those who favoured 
research and those who were against research. He explained that despite the 
efforts of some people to try to make this a black and white issue, what he 
actually said in fact, as recorded on pages 21 and 22 of the Minutes of the 
meeting of March 25, 1983, was that "the argument was really not whether 
we should foster research at Concordia or allow it to become a high school, 
but rather whether research was not simply one of the important aspects of 
life at Concordia or the most important aspect of life at Concordia". He 
stated that he simply wished to clarify to Senators who may have been 
overly impressed by the Link or Thursday Report article, that it wasn't 
exactly as clear cut or as black and white as reflected in the article and that 
those members of Senate, including himself, who were trying to put 
forward what they felt was the Arts and Science position, were not 
declaring themselves to be against research per se. Again, he referred 
Senators back to the Minutes of the meeting of March 25, 1983, for an 
accurate picture of what had taken place. 


Mr. Griffin presented a new key element from the Students’ Associations 
concerning a "Commitment to the Equality of the Sexes", (point 6, 
document US-83-5-D4). He expressed the feeling that this was an 


especially important Mission Statement because of the Status of Women 
Report, which was not likely to be discussed this year at Senate and that 
adopting this as a mission for the University would be a step towards 
improving the status of women at Concordia, without necessarily 
discussing the details of the Status of Women Report at this point. 


It was stated that one would be much happier about ultimately supporting 
this as a Mission Statement if it wasn't tied to the Status of Women Report, 
which has not yet been considered by Senate or any other body in the 
University. 


In response to the above, it was explained that in bringing this forward as a 
Mission Statement, it was certainly not the intention that the Status of 
Women Report should be adopted in any way without discussing it, but 
rather to simply ensure that the Report did in fact get discussed in some 
form at the Senate level. 


It was explained that the Steering Committee has spent a considerable 
amount of time, considering the process by which the Status of Women 
Report would be brought to Senate and it was the feeling of the Steering 
Committee that the two issues, 1.e., the Mission Statement on equality for 
the sexes and the Report on the Status of Women, should be kept separate 
and that the Report itself should stand or fall on its own merit. 


It was argued that the proposed mission statement, as presently worded, 
implied affirmative action of a sort and that Senate has not yet had a debate 
on affirmative action, 1.e., in approving the statement as worded, Senate 
would be moving in a certain direction without really having had a 
significant debate on that subject. It was also suggested that changing the 
phrase encouragement for women...", to read "... encouragement for men 
and women would make it more of a charter of rights type statement, rather 
than singling out a specific group of people, as was now the case. 


It was stated that one supported the idea of changing the wording to "men 
and women", which, it was felt, would move this particular statement into 
another level of abstraction that would allow Senate, at the appropriate time, 
to discuss the Status of Women Report in a more focused manner. 


It was argued that the rights of men did not need to be a priority in this 
University, because men have had more than rights, i.e., they have had 
privileges; that women in this University have had less in the way of rights 
and few privileges; that given the way in which the scales have been tipped 
in the past, there was a need for change and a need to put an emphasis on 
the rights of women and on the role of women in the University, and 
possibly, in some cases, at the exclusion of the rights of men; and that the 
issue was very much a question of whether or not Senate was in favour of 
affirmative action and in favour of compensating for the present imbalance 
between the sexes. 


It was stated that one did not know exactly how the Steering Committee 
wanted to incorporate some of the recommendations from the Status of 


Women Report into the Mission Statement, but it was argued that it was 
absolutely essential that priority be given to some of those recommendations 
and that it was essential that the discrimination against women which exists 
in this University, which is pointed out in the Report, should become part 
of our Mission Statement. 


During continued discussion it was argued that the phrase "... 
encouragement for women in all areas was almost denying the first sentence 
in the statement, "A commitment to the equality of the sexes ..."; that 
perhaps the words equality of the sexes should be deleted; that the two 
phrases were not contradictory in the sense that in order to have "equality of 
the sexes" at Concordia, there would need to be "active support and 
encouragement for women"; that the Status of Women Report should be 
separated from the proposed Mission Statement, i.e., that the two 
statements should be separated; that the statement should simply read "A 
commitment to the equality of the sexes."; that if the Status of Women 
Report was separated from this key element, as recommended by the 
Steering Committee, we would in effect, be promoting the status quo in the 
University, i.e., inferior treatment of women; that the statement should be 
phrased in such a way as to preclude the possibility of any obstacle being 
put in the way of anyone, regardless of sex, insofar as any job or 
participation in any function in the University was concerned; that if the two 
issues are not separated, we will end up spending the next three hours 
debating the Status of Women Report and we would not be able to have any 
discussion today on the remaining additional statements; and that item 6., in 
document US-83-5-D4, which was a commitment to equality of the sexes, 
as presently worded actually discriminates against one of the sexes and 
therefore the second phrase should be changed to read "... encouragement 
for men and women in all areas 


The feeling was expressed that the two issues being raised were really not 
mutually exclusive, i.e., Senate did not have to choose either to deal with 
key element 6.,or with both key element 6 and the Status of Women Report 
right now. It was suggested that if we pass a mission statement about the 
University's position regarding the status of women, it would not preclude 
the possibility of Senate discussing the Status of Women Report next 
September or October and setting strategies and tactics at that time for 
implementing that particular mission. 


It was stated that the Students' Associations have responded in the key 
element format, as was requested by Senate, and have in fact, come back to 
Senate with four statements of principle. Insofar as this particular mission 
statement was concerned, it has been boiled down, for the sake of brevity, 
to a simple statement that there is a problem in this area, that this is the goal 
and that, in principle, this is the direction in which the University has to 
move. Furthermore, beyond that broad statement of principle, as with the 
other mission statements, no one at this point in time could really elaborate 
on what the strategies should be for this particular mission. Insofar as the 
relationship between this key element and the Status of Women Report was 
concerned, it was argued that there were all kinds of reports related to other 
key elements, which were either on hold or have yet to be discussed; that 


obviously the two were related by the very nature of the subject matter, but, 
presumably the Report of the Committee on the Status of Women, which 
was listed as an item later on in the Agenda, would be discussed as a 
separate document; and that CUSA simply wish to state that this is a 
priority, that it was one of the 5 or 6 most important things that had to be 
addressed by the University, and that the issue was no more complicated 
nor any simpler than that. 


A concern was expressed that, from the comments that were being made, a 
certain categorization was emerging in the sense that the key elements have 
something superior, general, etc., and that there were only certain kinds of 
key elements that we were going to put in place, and that items 6 and 7 in 
document US-83-5-D4, were secondary issues which could be discussed 
somewhere else. That is, from the remarks that have been made, one was 
getting the impression that there were five key elements that were in a 
different category and therefore that particular category should be preserved 
and not tampered with. It was stated that one would not like to see that 
happen, even though one did not particularly agree with the wording or the 
spirit of item 6. 


It was argued that the things being said about item 6. were exactly the same 
kinds of things that were said about the other key elements, 1.e., that it was 
too vague and that we could either pass it as a motherhood statement or set it 
aside for two months; that we have had some very interesting discussions 
on the other 5 elements and there was no reason why we could not have the 
same kind of discussion today on item 6., rather than simply saying that 
because it mentions the Status of Women Report, we should ignore it for 
the time being; and that we should consider this in the same format as was 
used for the previous 5 elements, i.e., point and counterpoint, which would 
provide us with a focus for discussion and we should then proceed to 
seriously discuss it. 


In response to a suggestion that perhaps the second sentence in the 
proposed statement be removed, Dr. O'Brien advised that if the proponents 
of the statement wished to withdraw the last sentence, they could certainly 
do so. However, he stated that the point to be made was that we have to 
proceed more or less in parallel with the other 5 elements, in the sense that it 
really wasn't an issue of on the spot changing of the earlier 5 points, and it 
should not now become a question of changing the wording of this 
particular statement. Rather, as we did with the earlier statements, we 
should have comments on the wording of this mission, which, in fact we 
were now having and we will presumably end up with a resolution at the 
next meeting that will not necessarily pick the wording directly from this 
statement, anymore so than the resolutions will necessarily pick the wording 
from the other 5 mission statements. 


It was argued that there was clearly a hierarchy among the various 
statements, which was not a hierarchy of importance but rather one of 
abstraction. That is, the mission level statements were much more abstract 
than the strategy statements, which in turn were more abstract than the tactic 
statements. In addition, it was stated that when the Steering Committee 


presents its summary statements next week on the 9 points, they will not be 
listed as category "A" consisting of the first 5 statements, and category "B" 
containing all the others; rather all 9 points will be there, which will not be 
differentiated according to source. 


Concern was voiced over what was described as a contradiction in the 
wording of item 6, which, it was suggested, might be eliminated by 
changing it to read "In order to better fulfill the commitment to the equality 
of the sexes, we will give active support and encouragement for women in 
all areas of the University". 


It was stated that one agreed with the suggestion that we should not be 
attempting now to re-word the statement, but rather that the Steering 
Committee should try to incorporate the points being raised in this 
discussion into the resolution to be presented to Senate next week. At the 
same time it was stated that one disagreed completely with an earlier 
intervention that implied that Senate thinks that the status of women in this 
University was not important enough to debate, which was similar to what 
people tried to do with respect to the research debate; that in fact any issue. 
could be turned into a black and white issue; that there was not a single 
person at this meeting who has said that the status of women was not an 
important issue; that what was being said in fact, was that the second part of 
the statement, commits the University, at least in principle, to a type of 
action that has not been adequately debated at Senate; that if the proponents 
wished to delay consideration of item 6 until after the Status of Women 
Report has been discussed, it might well turn out that Senate would be 
prepared to endorse the second part of the statement; that one was not 
personally prepared, at this moment, to vote in favour of a resolution next 
week that asks Senators not only to be committed to equality of the sexes at 
all levels in the University, which one could certainly support, but also asks 
Senators to discriminate against one group in favour of another group, in 
order to achieve that; nor has one been convinced as yet that that was the 
best strategy with respect to hiring policies within Faculties or in the 
appointing of administrators, etc., etc., although, if, as a result of a debate, 
it is possible to come to such conclusions, then one might very well be 
willing to support the second half of the statement. Finally, it was stated that 
one supported an earlier suggestion that it was possible for the Steering 
Committee, in formulating a resolution, to tinker with this statement, which 
fudges over the difference between the principle and how that principle is 
arrived at, and come up with something that will clearly pinpoint the issue 
for members of Senate. 


During continued discussion it was stated that up to this point one still did 
not clearly understand what the mission statements were all about, or what 
their purpose was, etc.; that one was in favour of the notion that the 
Steering Committee, or some other body, should be allowed to tinker with 
the wording of the various items and come up with general mission 
statements; that we should discuss this item a little longer and then leave it 
up to the Steering Committee to come up with a general statement; that one 
would prefer that the statement simply be - "a commitment to equality of 
opportunity", which, in effect, was as specific and as general as our 


commitment to innovation; and that if there was going to be an exclusive 
category established for particular mission statements, one would want to 
ensure that this particular statement was included in that category. 


The feeling was expressed that members of Senate were not discussing this 
particular resolution in an abstract fashion, in the sense that the comments 
around this statement were based on the fact that members have taken 
cognizance of the Status of Women Report; that we did not have similar 
reports on the status of French Canadians, the status of ethnic groups in this 
University, the handicapped, etc., and one would therefore support the 
suggestion that this statement be changed to read simply - "A commitment to 
equal opportunity for all"; that if we were going to peg this statement 
specifically to equal opportunity for women, one would like to be able to 
discuss the situation with respect to ethnic groups in the University, etc., . 
one would much prefer to have a statement to the effect that we were 
committed to equal opportunity for all; and that if there was going to be 
positive discrimination with respect to that, we should then identify those 
groups towards whom we will discriminate positively. 


It was stated that the above comments were really directed towards the 
concept of minority rights, and it was argued that we have in earlier 
discussions talked about specific things, e.g., the two campus operation, 
when in fact we could have discussed the possibility of a multi-campus 
functioning operation; that, in fact, the above argument could have been 
used with respect to almost all of the other mission statements that we have 
discussed; that we have to be selective or "discriminatory" with respect to 
what should be included in a mission statement; that equality of the sexes 
was a significant problem in this University and it needed to be specifically 
addressed; that this particular statement was saying something very specific, 
Le., it was saying that in the case of women, an affirmative action approach 
was necessary in order to achieve the kind of university that the students 
would like to see; and that insofar as the students were concerned, this was 
a priority issue and one that went above and beyond other issues that have 
been raised. 


It was argued that both item 6., and item 7., in document US-83-5-D4, 
were really in the area of correcting errors in the University, as opposed to 
being in the area of discovering missions and opportunities; that it was 
doubtful that members of Senate feel that the bright future of Concordia lies 
in the direction suggested in item 6.; that in fact what this statement was 
talking about was some kind of guilt on the part of the Concordia 
collectivity, with respect to its attitude towards women; that this issue was 
an entirely different kind of animal than those addressed by the other 
mission statements; that the Report on the Status of Women has been 
released, which we were either going to discuss, in which case it will be a 
major undertaking, or if we do not discuss it, we must say very 
significantly at this point that we were passing an element without 
discussing that Report. 


It was argued that the real issue being raised by the students was that they 
would like to see a key element concerning women included in the mission 


statement and some commitment on the part of the University to educate 
women equally by not veering them off into programmes in Arts and 
Science, etc., where they were. going to be undervalued and paid extremely 
low wages; that while one did not expect Concordia to correct all of the ills 
that have occurred vis-a-vis women, from the cradle to entrance into 
university, nonetheless some affirmative action should be taken, whether it 
be in the form of encouraging women to enter the Faculty of Engineering, 
or promoting women into administrative posts in the University, etc.; that 
there was discrimination against women which should be addressed in the 
University's mission statement; that the entire educational system 
discriminates against women; that high schools do not encourage women to 
take profiles that would lead them into the pure and applied sciences; that 
this statement should not be viewed as being based on a collective guilt that 
has to be resolved, but rather as an opportunity for Concordia to commit 
itself to something that few other universities have committed themselves to; 
that Concordia was producing half of the anglophone intellectual community 
for the Montreal area and presumably we should be able to do something 
creative or innovative for women within our own community; that in 
comparison with universities in Ontario, Concordia was thirty years behind 
the times with respect to basic rights for women students; and that this 
whole issue should be a priority for the University, at least until we have 
reached the same level of equality for women that has been achieved at other 
progressive universities in Canada. 


It was stated that since the Faculty of Engineering has been mentioned on 
more than one occasion, with respect to this question, one would like to 
point out that the Faculty has been actively looking for qualified female 
students to enter its programmes and that while it has not had too much luck 
with regard to that, it really wasn't the Faculty's fault. Senate was also 
advised that the Order of Engineers was probably one of the few 
Corporations in the Province of Quebec that has had three female 
presidents. It was further stated that the Faculty was experiencing some 
success in its attempts to attract female students into its programmes, despite 
the advice of female student councellors in CEGEP's and high schools who 
actively discourage females from going into science and mathematics 
programmes; that the percentage of women in Engineering has finally begun 
to increase; that 5 or 6 years ago, female enrolments were so small as to be 
almost immeasurable; but the Faculty has now reached the point where 8 or 
9 percent of its student population was female; and that for the first time a 
"Women in Engineering Conference" was being held and although the 
Faculty had hoped to be able to sponsor 25 women students to attend that 
Conference, it has been forced by the Conference itself to cut that number 
back to 10. 


It was stated that one would like to offer encouragement to the Faculty of 
Engineering to continue in their efforts, as described above, which, as has 
been experienced by the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, will in 
fact bear fruit. It was further stated that 10 years ago, the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration was in the same position that the Faculty of 
Engineering finds itself in today, and that by encouraging women to join the 
student ranks in all Departments in the Faculty, over 36% of the population 
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in Commerce and Administration was now made up of women students, 
which percentage was still growing. 


It was stated that the situation in Commerce and Administration, as 
described above, was a good example of the kinds of things student 
Senators were talking about insofar as item 6. was concerned, 1.e.* ten 
years ago there were very few women in Commerce, but a concerted effort 
was made to draw women students into the Commerce programmes, and 
the Faculty was successful in its endeavours; that it was recognized that 
women coming out of the Commerce programmes were doing very, very 
well; and that if the Faculty of Commerce and Administration could do this, 
other Faculties, if they wanted to make a concerted effort, could do the same 
thing. However, it was argued that in spite of the fact that 50% of the 
awards in Commerce and Administration were being given to women, this 
University has not absorbed any of those women into the senior 
administrative structure and that if there was no female representation at the 
higher levels of authority, we would never be able to equalize the 
opportunities for women in this University. 


Senate was advised that last year, in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, women won all of the Graduation academic awards. Senate 
was also reminded that it had really been decided not to include the Status of 
Women Report in this discussion without reading it, but in fact, that was 
precisely what seemed to be happening. 


During continued discussion it was stated that a recent report on the 
Teaching of Women's Studies in Quebec Universities, indicated that 
Concordia offered by far the most courses in this area; that there was an 
inherent danger in this whole issue, in the sense of putting women off into a 
special area and it was wondered whether it was better for example, to offer 
a course in women's history or whether in fact it was not more important to 
integrate women into a Canadian history course; that one would much prefer 
to have mission statements which were based on conviction rather than 
feelings of guilt, etc., because a mission statement based on conviction nay 
have some chance, even if the missions are never officially implemented, of 
at least being implemented at the individual level; and that this mission 
statement should be kept at the same level of generality as was the case, for 
example, with the statement on innovation, by changing it to simply read - 
"A commitment to equality of opportunity”. 


Item 7, document US-83-5-D4, - "A commitment to collegiality and 
democratic decision making", was introduced and explained by Mr. 
Murray. He stated that there has been a much stronger tradition of 
collegiality amongst students, faculty, and administration at Concordia, than 
in many other universities, as evidenced in the registration process, peer 
advising system, etc., which have worked, very, very well. However, he 
felt that this was an area in which the University could do a lot more and 
that a sense of collegiality was extremely important, particularly at a time of 
strained resources which makes it essential for all members of the 
community to work and pull together. Concern was voiced over the phrase 
from the initial stages of planning", the feeling being expressed that most 


groups in the University would find it extremely tedious to be involved in 
initial stages of many planning committees and one did not believe that these 
groups, particularly the Students' Associations, really understood the 
implications of what they would be getting into, if we went to a full level of 
collegiality. Moreover, one was particularly concerned that we would tie 
ourselves up into knots in our efforts to get full representation of all groups 
from the initial states of planning. The feeling was also expressed that, in 
principle, all groups should feel that they have a voice in the formation of 
University policy and that beyond a certain point there was supposed to be a 
certain trust in the people delegated to administrate on their behalf, i.e., 
beyond a certain point it was the administrators who were being asked to 
carry a very burdensome load that most people would not really want to get 
involved in. Finally, it was stated that while one could support the principle 
in the statement in quotation marks in item 7., one had more difficulty with 
the rationale that follows that statement, because it was doubtful that its full 
implication was understood. 


During the discussion it was argued that one supported the intention of this 
item, even though the statement itself was made at a sociological rather than 
a psychological level, which had the effect of making it ineffective; that it 
would be impossible to achieve what the proponents of the statement were 
trying to achieve; that it was unrealistic to say that there has to be a student 
on every committee or that every decision in the University has to be made 
by a committee, particularly given that the multiplicity of decisions and 
policy formations that take place in this University could not even be 
enumerated, let alone supplied with a committee to make them. 


It was argued that it would be absurd to think that students would be able 
to, or wished to, be involved or participate in every single decision made in 
the University; that examples of the kinds of involvement that this statement 
was aimed at included such things as devising an academic advising policy, 
the registration proposal, competency in written expression, various task 
forces on major issues such as differential fees for international students, 
college evaluation committees, etc., and that collegiality really meant student 
participation in these kinds of policy meetings; that collegiality also meant 
that had this whole discussion on priorities started off in the same spirit as 
the discussions on the various issues mentioned above, we would not be 
discussing student issues in the kind of confused way that we were now 
doing; that due to the current level of student unemployment, the decline in 
student loans and bursaries, cutbacks in the educational system in general, 
etc., we were seeing confrontational student politics at other Quebec 
universities, which was an extremely bad approach to university 
government, and in fact, Concordia students would much prefer to work 
with the faculty and administration to solve many of the issues that 
concerned students; and that collegiality in this statement was a commitment 
on the part of students to do things, e.g., getting involved in such things as 
registration, course changes, etc. 


It was argued that no one has as yet spoken against the principle of the 
statement shown in quotation marks in item 7., document US-83-5-D4; 
rather, the real question was the practicality of it all. In addition, it was 


stated that one was torn between trying to ensure that there was adequate 
and vocal student representation on University committees and the conflict 
of interest that this causes for many students, particularly at those times 
when students are under pressure to perform well in their examinations, etc. 
Also, in many cases, because their commitments have been so important to 
them, they have had to cut back in their progress through their university 
education; and that the University really takes advantage of students who are 
willing and who wish to participate in this process. It was further suggested 
that the Steering Committee should try to come up with a resolution that gets 
to the essence of the quoted comment in item 7., without coming to the 
specifics of "... from the initial stages of planning", which could be 
interpreted as too much involvement; i.e., one would like to see, not a more 
vague but a more principled statement, which could even be simply the 
quoted part of the statement in item 7., without the specifics. 


It was argued that it was important that this statement be adopted as one of 
the principles in the University, notwithstanding the fact that it might be 
very difficult to define, not only at the highest levels, including the Board of 
Governors, etc., but even at the level of individual professors so that they 
would accept the idea that students should have input into issues debated in 
the classroom. 


It was wondered whether Senators were aware of exactly what the 
University would be getting itself into by accepting this as a mission 
statement, in the sense that there was one very large group of people who 
were represented at almost no levels in the University, i.e., the staff; and 
one would be-curious to see the effects of adopting this resolution with 
respect to staff representation from the departmental level all the way up to 
Senate. 


The feeling was expressed that there was an inconsistency in this particular 
mission statement. It was explained that "democratic decision making" as 
presently defined in the Management Department and other areas in the 
Faculty of Commerce, was that the administrative leader of an organization 
has the final discretion, and what makes it democratic is that his or her 
permission is given to subordinates to try to influence the leader, as he or 
she sees fit, ie., while the followers have an opportunity to influence the 
leader's thinking, there was no commitment on the part of a democratic 
leader to accept what those followers have to say. On the other hand, 
"collegiality" meant a distribution of decision making discretion across a 
complete community of people. 


The feeling was expressed that while the sentiment conveyed in item 7. was 
important in many respects, one was not sure that it should be viewed as a 
mission statement or as a statement of purpose; it was suggested, rather, 
that perhaps it might be seen as a means to an end and might be more 
appropriately considered as part of the preamble to Senate's report on the 
Phase II, Mission Study Report. It was also suggested that the discussion 
has so far tended to focus primarily on the relationship between students 
and Faculties, but there were also serious problems with respect to 
collegiality among faculty members within departments, i.e., there were 
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special problems at Concordia related to rationalization of the location of 
departments on the two campuses, the rationalization of our day and 
evening operations, and the effective integration of part-time faculty 
members into the Concordia community. Finally, it was stated that the issue 
of part-time faculty members was one of the biggest problems facing 
Concordia in the general area of collegiality and it was a problem that Senate 
ought to think about in considering this statement, particularly from the 
point of view of whether or not the intention was to change the relationship 
or role of part-time faculty members in the decision making process at 
Concordia. 


The debate which ensued centered on the question of a definition of 
collegiality and the various groups within the University, which that concept 
encompassed; involvement of part-time faculty members and staff members 
in the decision making process of the University; whether or not the last 4 
statements should be differentiated from the initial 5 statements in the Phase 
II, Mission Study Report; and the meaning and intent of the phrase 
"democratic decision making". 


Prof. Giguere, in presenting and explaining item 8., "A commitment to 
academic excellence", asked that the phrase "... from time to time ..." be 
deleted from the third line in the statement. He also suggested that our 
commitment to academic excellence should be listed as the first key element 
in any mission statement for the University. 


It was suggested that in addition to good teaching, there was another aspect 
to academic excellence which should also be recognized as a priority in the 
University, i.e., the students’ attempts to achieve academic excellence. 


Issues which surfaced during the discussion, centered on the rationale for 
specifying modalities with respect to research, but not with respect to 
improving the quality of teaching; who would actually decide what areas 
were going to receive resources for research; the question of whether this 
statement, which encompassed many of the things that one would expect of 
any institution of higher learning, should not, in fact, be incorporated into a 
preamble, rather than being listed as a specific mission statement; and a 
recognition of the achievements of students in the pursuit of academic 
excellence. 


In presenting item 9., on behalf of the Commerce and Administration 
Faculty Council, Prof. Brunet explained that the intent of this statement was 
to recognize that Concordia University cannot be all things to all educational 
endeavours in the Province and that if we are to fulfill any kind of 
meaningful role in the community, whether the Canadian or Quebec 
community, we must identify those areas in which we want to operate and 
those areas which we will leave to others. He also advised that the feeling of 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration was that without this kind of 
general purpose statement on behalf of Concordia, all of the other mission 
statements and strategies would be in somewhat of a vacuum if they were 
not placed in the perspective of the community that we were serving. 
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It was stated that one had trouble with the word "Canada" in the resolution, 
particularly with respect to the whole issue of accessibility of undergraduate 
students to other university programmes outside of Quebec; that while the 
concept of an interface with the Canadian system was fine, it should not be 
taken to mean that because a particular programme was being offered at the 
University of Toronto, or at Guelph, etc., we should not offer that 
programme at Concordia; and that insofar as accessibility to education was 
concerned within the English community first, and within the French 
community in Quebec, Concordia had a commitment to meet the needs of 
and be accessible to students here. 


The feeling was expressed that this particular statement properly belonged in 
an introductory section in whatever document was going to be prepared for 
the Board of Governors, i.e., it should be incorporated into the preamble to 
whatever was going to be eventually presented as the University's mission 
and strategy statement. 


It was suggested that before this meeting is adjourned, there should perhaps 
be some consideration or clarification around the question of the Conclusion 
in the Phase II, Mission Study Report. It was pointed out that the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council had certain comments or suggestions to make, 
(document US-83-2-D4 and US-83-5-D6), with respect to the concluding 
section in the Report. It was explained that Council, in effect, had raised 
three points; the first was that it would prefer to have whatever occurs at 
Senate by way of resolutions, sent back to the Faculty Council for a final 
run-through, to see if it had any statement that it wished to add to the 
general package that would be sent to the Board of Governors; secondly, 
the Faculty Council wished to have the word "common" deleted from the 
"common criteria" part of the evaluation comment; and finally, the Council 
suggested that a committee be established, chaired by the Rector and 
including a representative selected by each Faculty Council, a student 
appointed by CUSA and a student appointed by GSA, as the mechanism 
referred to in the concluding section of the Report. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien advised that what he anticipated 
would happen was that following the next Senate meeting, the Secretary 
would put together the end result, along with the documents on which 
Senate has worked, including submissions from Faculty Councils. That is, 
the package which would be transmitted to the Board, would include the 
documentation already on the Senate record, which would then be available 
and on record in one place. 


In response to a question concerning the route that Faculty Councils should 
take in making submissions, Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that it might 
be neater to make such submissions via the Secretary of Senate, but he 
cautioned that the time factor poses difficulties with that. In addition, he 
suggested that Council responses might be forwarded to the Board, via the 
Secretary of Senate, and that if Senate was prepared to have such 
documents routed in that fashion, keeping in mind that they would not be 
coming to Senate because Senate will not be meeting in that interim, it 
would be technically possible to proceed in that fashion. 
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Dr. Singer stated that in light of the above, he would advise the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council that Senate did not seem prepared to go along with 
the notion that anything that it might decide upon would have to be 
approved by Faculty Councils, but that it was prepared to have its 
resolutions commented on by Councils and then forwarded through the 
Secretary of Senate to the Board of Governors. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien stated that in his opinion, action on 
an evaluation process, which was mentioned in the concluding section of 
the Phase II Report, was not imminent, but he also felt that this was a 
question that should perhaps be referred to the Steering Committee, to 
decide what action Senate should or should not take in that regard. He also 
agreed with a suggestion that the recommendation from the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council concerning a monitoring mechanism, should likewise be 
referred to the Steering Committee. 


Senate was reminded that-a document containing New Key Elements, 
which was previously tabled at Senate on behalf of the Students’ 
Associations, (document US-83-2-D2), contained two motions, one 
concerning the drafting of the Senate report, and the other concerning the 
establishment of - a "Committee on Transition"; and there was also a motion 
concerning the composition of the "Peat Marwick Study Group", which had 
been presented and tabled at the January 1983, meeting of Senate. It was 
wondered whether it would be appropriate for Senate to deal with those 
motions at the next meeting. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the document referred to above, (US-83-2-D2), 
would be part of the package which would be presented to the Board of 
Governors, and in that sense, the Board would be informed that there was 
such a proposal and the Board would do whatever it decides to do, in terms 
of its own deliberations. Insofar as Senate was concerned, he suggested that 
it would now be appropriate for the Steering Committee to go back to the 
beginning of this process and re-examine all of those matters, and to decide 
if there were items to be brought forward to Senate, although perhaps not in 
the context of next week's meeting, which has been pretty well laid out at 
this point. 


Next meeting 


In response to a question concerning the format of the next Senate meeting, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that in view of what has been accomplished today, it 
would no longer be necessary to have a two hour luncheon break, and the 
proposed format would be appropriately rearranged. He also announced that 
the next Senate meeting would be held at 9:30 a.m., Friday, April 29, 1983, 
on the Loyola Campus. 


Adjournment 
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John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


